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of laws which govern how much people
can give to support politicians. The
biggest concern is the fact that is all
hidden.’’

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have a right to know who is giving
money to GOPAC and how it is being
spent.

Clearly any person who has had deal-
ings with GOPAC has a serious conflict
of interest in this case. Yet last week
we learned that 2 of the 5 members of
the Committee on Ethics appointed by
Mr. GINGRICH have had past dealings
with GOPAC.

Mr. Speaker, this will not do. The
only way that we are going to get to
the bottom of this case is to have a
professional, independent, nonpartisan,
outside appointed counsel to come in
here and investigate.

That is what this House had done in
every high visible ethics case since
1979. It did it in the ABSCAM case, it
did it in the Diggs case, it did it in the
Hansen case, it did it in the St. Ger-
main case, it did it in the case of the
former Speaker and several others. In
each case we have appointed a non-
partisan outside counsel to investigate.

As Mr. GINGRICH said himself in 1988,
‘‘The rules normally applied by the
Ethics Committee to an investigation
of a typical Member are insufficient in
an investigation of the Speaker of the
House. Clearly, this investigation has
to meet higher standards of public ac-
countability and integrity.’’

In fact, the new chair of the Commit-
tee on Ethics, the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], joined Mr.
GINGRICH in his campaign for an out-
side counsel in 1988. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] was
one of 71 Republican Members who
joined Mr. GINGRICH in sending a letter
to the Ethics Committee asking for an
investigation of the former Speaker.

She is reported to have supported a
call for a special counsel to carry out
that investigation in 1988. Now she is
backing away from it.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me
just say, if past Ethics Committees
were not fair or tough enough, why
would this one be any different? The
standard has been set, the precedent is
there. It is time for an independent,
nonpartisan outside counsel to come in
and look at this issue.
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GATT PROVISION REDUCES YEARS
OF PATENT PROTECTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ROHRABACHER] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
before I get into the subject I had in
mind this morning, I would like to just
suggest that there has been a great
double standard in this Congress for
many, many years. Whenever conserv-
ative Republicans do anything, it is
worthy of attack and all sorts of sus-
picion is being cast on whatever Repub-

licans would do. Especially now that
we are in control, we sense this double
standard.

For example, NEWT GINGRICH’s book
deal comes under tremendous attack
while the Vice President’s book deal,
which is not substantially different,
ends up, ‘‘Well, that’s just another
book deal.’’ Now we hear attacks on
GOPAC, and the fact is that there are
organizations around this city, envi-
ronmental organizations, lawyer orga-
nizations, public employee union orga-
nizations which have the same sort of
activities. But the focus has to be on
GOPAC.

I would have to say there is a double
standard being applied. I would just
ask that when the public hears charges
made by political figures, that it be
taken into consideration that this is a
political city and often charges are
made for political reasons.

But what I have to discuss today is
concerning a specific piece of legisla-
tion. Last year I vigorously opposed
the GATT implementation legislation
because in it was a provision that I and
almost every inventor’s organization in
this country felt would drastically re-
duce the number of years of patent pro-
tection enjoyed by Americans.

This provision was not required by
the GATT but was placed in the imple-
menting legislation by powerful inter-
ests who would profit by ripping off
American inventors and investors.
Read that Japanese and other multi-
national corporations as well as
megadomestic corporations that use
technology rather than create it.

Covering this legal larceny, the Unit-
ed States Patent Office and the admin-
istration aggressively argued that the
changes proposed would not—repeat
that—would not decrease patent pro-
tection. In fact, they brushed off criti-
cism, claiming terms for most patents
would be increased by this change in
the law. They used the prestige of their
office to lie to us and to dismiss the op-
position as not worthy of serious con-
sideration.

Well, now that GATT has been
passed, a different tune is being heard.
On January 16, the New York Times re-
ported an enlightening statement made
by Mike Kirk, Deputy Commissioner of
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office.
Once the GATT implementation legis-
lation goes into effect on June 8, Kirk
now says that filing a patent after that
day ‘‘could substantially shorten the
term of patent.’’ What? ‘‘Shorten the
term of patent.’’ This is the opposite of
what Congress and the American peo-
ple were being told before the GATT
vote.
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Somebody has been lying, which is
known to happen when tens of billions
of dollars are at stake.

These patent changes, unless cor-
rected will mean billions of dollars in
royalties that would be paid to Amer-
ican inventors and investors, will now
stay in the bank accounts of foreign
corporations. It means technology paid

for and invented in the United States
will in a few short years be available to
our world competitors to use against
us for free.

This crime against the American peo-
ple can be prevented. I have introduced
legislation that will restore American
patent rights to the guaranteed 17-year
term that was in place before passage
of the GATT implementation legisla-
tion. This bill, H.R. 359 has over 108 co-
sponsors. These people are protection-
ist, free traders, pro-GATT, anti-
GATT, liberals, conservatives, Demo-
crats, and Republicans. But what ties
us all together is our commitment to
do what is right by the American peo-
ple. H.R. 359 is on the side of the little
guy versus the big guy.

We are protecting America’s rights.
When Americans invest something or
they invest in new technology, foreign
corporations should not be able to use
it without paying royalties to use it to
out-compete Americans.

This is the travesty that passed
through GATT. It was hidden in GATT.
Now we are trying to correct that with
H.R. 359.

I ask my colleague in both parties to
join me as cosponsors for H.R. 359 and
set the law right to prevent another
crime against the American people,
against American inventors and inves-
tors.

On the Senate side I am proud to an-
nounce that the majority leader, BOB
DOLE, has cosponsored similar legisla-
tion which will now been known as the
Dole-Rohrabacher bill.

f

APPOINTMENT OF OUTSIDE COUN-
SEL TO INVESTIGATE SPEAKER
GINGRICH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] is recog-
nized during morning business for 5
minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the need
for an outside counsel to investigate
Speaker GINGRICH’s financial empire
grows stronger with each passing day.

Today there is an article in the Los
Angeles Times which raises new ques-
tions about the Speaker’s political
fund raising organization, an organiza-
tion known as GOPAC.

Earlier this month there were details
of a secret meeting between the Speak-
er and Rupert Murdoch and that was
leaked to the press. The meeting raised
some questions because Mr. Murdoch
has billions of dollars of business be-
fore the Congress, and at that same
time there was a $4.5 million book deal
that was on the table.

The Speaker dismissed this meeting
and its content or its import by saying
that, ‘‘I never get involved in cases like
this,’’ but history in fact tells us other-
wise. The Speaker has interceded on
behalf of companies in the past, includ-
ing writing a letter to Chief of Staff
Leon Panetta asking the FDA to speed
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